K * 4 


< 


— 


LN wats 


* 


© 


* 


atts's. DISSER 


= 4 


* 
ol 


* 
4 


— 2 
” 
* — 
* * ” 
7 * — * s © 
= : 
y = * J 1 
— " * 
- T : 
F = 
. * 
F | | 
» " 4 : 
\ — L 2 OY 0 - FI. 
9 —— wo P g 
>. # 1 a 
” 4 +, 
C % 
© 
C : 
<< 2 
o * : 
WG % * — 
* 5 — 2 _ 
4 1 ? f 
3 _ * — * 
. : N © w 4 G 
5 * * 
* 
1 5 — * Fa * : | * =» 
* 
— 7 * « - . 
' 1 : 
3 — : * 
©, : * Gn * : g 
* 5 — * 
- 2 4 * 
„ - — * a 
- 4 ** © 
h -- , of *. 
©) P * 0 „ - 
« 
1 « 4 2 s * 8 
ö 9 +» 
8 a - X - © 4 py | | Mat 
: 7 r 0 a a ES. 
0 8 * 7 
2 = v 4 bY 
» \ 11 * 9 / : 
& 1 : 89 * 4 0 * _—— 
= - = 
= 15 o _ * 3 = 0 
* * 
5 ” i * 
1 * 
* . _ _ 4 of — 
+ X Lg 
, . & * ny F 
— 1 * , = : 
” bY - = 1 
- is * * 
5 * 5 = A N < 2 o 
l 2 1 - . . = 
s % © 0 8 . + * 
* 


5 — 
— 4s * * 
1 P N 
* 
be 
* * : 8 
- 2 
"4 1 2 * 
5 N 
: 1 WR + «> : <4 - Ga 2 = 
1 22 f * 28 2 — > f n * 


Friendbip for A 


a 425 
LETTER 
To the We of the by 
DISSERTATION 
ON THE 


Inſtituted Fo x M of Baptiſm. 


| Revere ad 4 Sir 


EI the very little Notice the World 
2 ſeems to take of your late Diſſer- 
2 x ration on the Form of Baptiſm, I may 
expect to be the only Perſon you 
will ever receive any Trouble from 


WY upon this Occaſion. Permit me, 
chen, to ſend you ſome Remarks I have made 


which chiefly refer to Mr. Watts's Explication of 
the Doctrine "I the Bleſſed Trinity, for 1 in the Do- 
Qrine it ſelf you both agree. 


T can truh 
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ſay, my great Eſteem, Fg 
DW = he re Ps 7 has 
2 for 
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for the many uſeful Books be has publiſhed, and bis 


other Labours, wherein he has much ſerved the Church 


of God, are ſuch Engagements upon me, that I 
can no longer be a filent Obſerver of the unkind 
Attempts, which are made to prejudice the Minds 
of weak People againſt that excellent Man; though 
his Reputation, I own, is too well eſtabliſhed to 
need my Service. The World has done him Juſtice, 
and paid uncommon Reſpe& to his Name, which 
will live in many Editions, after his Adverſaries 


are forgotten. This, perhaps, may be moſt grievous 


and offenſive to ſome Miniſters and private Chriſtians. 


Methinks, Sir, the great Efteem and ſincere 
Friendſhip you profeſs for Mr. , ſhould, 
at leaſt, have brought you to a free Conference 
with him, about his late Diſcourſes, before you 
had publiſhed to the World what was ſo directly 
deſigned to repreſent him, as fallen into great 
Errors in Matters fo ſacred and important. Yet it 
is impoſſible for me to ſuppoſe, you have allow'd 
him this civil part of a Friend, becauſe it muſt 
have ſaved you the Labour of almoſt Twenty Pa- 
ges of your Treatiſe, and ſpared you the Pains 
of tempting your Reader into a Notion, of a vaſt 
Difference between you and Mr. N in this 
ſacred Doctrine. But is it not very furprizing, 
how you could miſtake him ſo much, if you had 
any Ideas of your own? I ask, 


Do you believe God to be One Conſcious 


Mind, One Infinite Spirit, with one Under- 
ſtanding and Will? So doth Mr. ——. 


Do you believe this God to be called the Fa- 
ther, on account of his Relation to Chriſt, as well 
as to Creatures? So doth Mr. . Do 


DFP OO —_»”—_ y_ rr 4 


the common Language of Men? This you profeſs 


(39 
Do you think the Divine Word, and the Divine 
Spirit, to be truly and properly God, to be eſſen- 
tial to Deity, and yer to be as diſtin& from the 
Father, and from each other, as is poſſible in one 


and the ſame individual or numerical Eſſence ? So 
doth Mr. x | 


Do you think the Word and the Spirit to be 
repreſented in Scripture, ſometimes under perſo- 
nal Characters? So doth Mr. b 


Do you ſuppoſe the Word Perſon is then uſed 
in a Senſe different from that wherein 'tis uſed in 


often: So doth Mr. « 


Do you think the Senſe of this Word, in Divine 
Things, is analogical, or bears ſome Reſemblance 
2 the human Senſe of it? Mr. /—— doth the 

me. 


Wherein do you differ then? 


Why truly, Mr. Watts ſuppoſes, there is ſome 
Analogy, which Scripture has introduced be- 
tween the Idea of God, and that of a human Soul, 
whereby theſe ſacred Things of our Religion may 
be underſtood : He ſuppoſes, that the Divine 
Word which is deſcribed as Wiſdom, and the 
Divine Spirit which is deſcribed as an efficient 
Power in Scripture, do bear ſome Analogy to the 
perceptive Principle in Man, i. e. the Underſtand- 
ing; and to the operative Principle in Man, i. e. 
the Will; and hereby he ſecures this ſublime Do- 
ctrine of Revelation from the Charges of unintel- 
ligible Cant, of Nonſenſe, Abſurdity and Incon- 

I ſiſtency; 


(6) 
ſiſtency; whereas you think it better, to leave the 
Doctrine under all this heavy Charge of the Ad- 
verſaries, and clear off nothing of it, left you ſpoud 
gratify their inſolent Unbelief. He would fain ſet the 
Doctrine of Scripture in ſuch an eaſy Light, as 
might not only preclude their Cavils againſt it, but 
lead them into a Belief of it; whereas you run in- 


to the Shades of inſcrutable and impenetrable 
Darkneſs, and hide your ſelf there, left every 


Gleam of Light, that may be introduced into this 
Doctrine, ſhould be fo far a Departure from the 
Myſtery and Truth of the Goſpel. 


Your Preface tells the Reader, that Mr. W 


has delivered ſome Things that have been very grie vous 


and offenſive to many Miniſters, and private Chriſtians. 
I am well acquainted with ſeveral of thoſe Perſons, 
to whom his Book has been fo grievous and offenſrve ; 
but at the fame time, they have freely declared 
that they have never read it, nor would they give 
themſelves the Trouble to read it, becauſe they had 
heard ſome Minifters ſpeak ſo much againſt it. I 
would be glad to be aſſured, Sir, that you have not 
been amongſt the Number of thoſe, who have 
taught others to grieve and be offended at a Book 


which they never read, nor would read. There 


is particularly one Miniſter who was grievouſly of- 
fended with it before he ever ſaw it; but ſince his 
Peruſal of it, he has expreſs'd his Wonder why 
Mr. Watzs's late Diſſertations ſhould give ſo much 
Offence, ſince he takes them to be ſufficiently Or- 
thodox, though they differ a little from the com- 


mon Modes of Expreſſion. And I am perſwaded, 


that if any intelligent Perſons would read over this 
Book without Prejudice, it would at leaſt abate 
ſome Part of their Grief and Offence, 5 


The 
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The firſt Thing I obſerve in your Diſcouſe is in 
P. 2d. There is little Reaſon to expect, that the Diffcul- 
ties objected againſt the Catholick Doctrine of the Bleſſed 
Trinity ſhould be removed by am human Explications, 
| whereby Men would endeavour to accommodate this ſub- 
' lime Myſtery to the Capacity of Human Reaſon : And 
in the next Words you diſcourage all Attempts to 
| give a rational Account of it. The only Reply I 
| ſhall make to this is, that I am very ſorry for it: 
For though Iam ſenſible, God may require us to 
believe . Things which he does not plainly 
| make out to our Reaſon, yet it would be a great 
' Happineſs to Chriſtianity to have a diſtin& and ra- 
tional Account of this ſublime Doctrine of the 
Trinity; for this would filence the Cavils of the 
: Adverſaries, who charge us with believing irrati- 
| onal and inconſiſtent Opinions; and it would ve- 
ry much tend to reconcile the long Conteſts in the 
' Chriſtian World, which have riſen from the Dif- 
* ficulties that attend that Doctrine. 


Page 3d. You ſay, The moſt unexceptionable and ei- 
' feftual Method of aſſerting and eſtabliſhing the Truth 
is to take the Doctrine from the Holy Scriptures tbem- 
| elves, according to the plain Senſe and Evidence of 
them; for tis not the bare Words themſelves, but the 
Senſe of theſe Words that is the Doctrine we are to 
believe. Since then you frequently tell us, Sr, 
that the Scripture declares there are three Perſons in 
| the Godhead, p. 61. and other Places, I wiſh you 
would have alſo. told us, what is the Senſe of this 
| Word Perſons, that we might not. believe bare. 
' Words: But this you always avoid; and when you 
put the Queſtion your ſelf, p. 74. the only An- 
| {wer you give, is, That the Notion of a. Divine Per- 
Jon is the inſcrutalle Myſtery of the ever Bleſſed Trini- 


4). 
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ty. Therefore we are yet at a Loſs what is the 


Senſe of theſe Words, Three Perſous in the Godhead, 


and conſequently are at a Loſs what is the Doctrine 
we are to believe. | _ | 


Page 4. I. ult. You ſay, It is a meer Culluſion to talk 
of a derived God : Therefore I ſuppoſe you will not 
allow the Son, conſidered in his Divine Nature, to 
be derived from the Father. I muſt confeſs fo far 
as I underſtand this Doctrine, I agree with you, 
and diſlike the Notion of a derived God; yet I 
fear that herein we both run counter to the Doc- 
trine which has generally been reckon'd Orthodox, 
as well as to the Sentiments of the ancient Athana- 
fans, who declare the Son to derive all that he is and 
has from the Father: And in this Point you and Mr. 


W-— are better agreed than ſometimes you would 
make the World believe. | 


Page 12. You ſay, that we know that the principal 
Defign of the Goſpel is to give a right and true Account 
of the Perſon of Chriſt. Now tis a ſtrange Thing, 
that you ſhould repreſent the Notion of a Divine 
Perſon, p. 74. as an inſcrutable Myſtery, and never ſo 


much as give any Account what it is, if it be the 


principal Deſign of the Goſpel to give a right and true 
Account of the Perſon of Chriſt. Have yeu not yet 
been able to learn in all your reading of the Goſ- 


pel, that which is the chief Den of the Goſpel to re- 
veal and teach ? 


Page 15. You aſſert, N are taught in the Reve- 


lation, to know and believe the Oeconomy of Salvation, 
wherein all the three Perſons are concerned, according to 
their mutual Agreement, each of them taking their part, yet 
_ all aft with one Will and Deſn, err. they are One 


in Nature. Though the Actions of the one do ey | 
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Betohg to the other, yet Oeconomicaly, they are appropri- 
ated to one or other of the Perſons in the Godhead. When 
you ſay, They act with one Will and Defign, becauſe they 
are one in Nature, I ſuppoſe you mean, according-t6 
the common Doctrine which has been counted Or- 
thodox by all the Reformed Churches, that they 
act by one Numerical Will, or Volition and In- 
tention, becauſe the ſacred Three are but one nu- 
merical infinite Spirit, and conſequently have but 
one numerical Underftanding, and one Will ; and 
in this Senſe the Actions of the one do eſſentialy be- 
long to the other, though they are Oeconomically ap- 
propriated to different Perſons. Thence will it 
not follow; that the Action of aſſuming Human 
Nature does eſſentially belong to the Father, and to 
the Spirit, as well as to the Son, yet oeconomically it is 
appropriated to the Sn? Now, Sir, when you have 
: clearly ſolved this Difficulty, and freed it from the 
Error of the Patripaſſians of old, I will ſhew you alſo 
' how to free Mr. 's Scheme from the ſame 
Difficulty which you charge it with, p. 77. toward 
the End. 


Page 27. You ſay, The plain Way of dealing with 
Juch Men, (viz.) the Arians, whilſt we eſtabliſh the 
true Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, is to flx the proper 
Senſe of Religious Worſhip, and to ſtrip it of every doubt- 
ful equi vocal Meaning that Men would put upon it, 
that we may not contend about Words only, I am much 
of your Mind, Sir, and that not only with regard 
to the Term Religious Worſpip, which is your Theme 
in this Place, but I could wiſh you would have ta- 
ken the ſame Care of every controverted or doubt- 
ful Term in your Diſcourſe. I ſhould have been 
much more inſtructed by this Diſſertation, if you 
had been pleaſed to fix the proper Senſe of a Di- 
vine Perſon, and to firip it of every doubtful equi vocal 

B Meaning; 
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Meaning, that we may not contend about Words only ; 
but this you always avoid; and p. 74- you ſeem to 


declare it impoſſible. Though the laſt half of your 


Book is a Diſputation to ſhew, that you do be- 


lieve, and that Mr. / does not believe Three 
Divine Perſons ; yet you declare you cannot tell 
what a Diviue Perſon is, which Term as much 


needs to have its proper Senſe fixed, as the Term 
Religious Worſpip. 


Page 28. When you ſettle the Definition of Religi- 
ous Worſhip, you make it to be, The Acknowledement 
of neceſſary Exiſtence, and infinite Perfections in the 
Object to whom this ſupreme Reſpect is given, &c. Now 
if all Religious Worſhip ſignify the Acknowledgment 
of infinite Perfections in the Object, how can you 
ſay, that the Papiſts pay Religious Worſhip to their 
Saints and Angels ? Or, That the Heathens paid 
Religious Worſhip to Mars, Bacchus, Apollo, the 
Sun, Moon, and Stars, or any of their Gods be- 
ſides Jupiter; ſince you your ſelf own, p. 41. J. 30. 
That the Heathens did not give ſupreme Worſhip to them, 
For that they could not be ſo weak as to imagine, there 
were more than one Supreme? So, according to your 
Definition, they gave no Religious H/orſhip to them; 


and how then can they be charged with Idola- 
try? 


I defire you to obſerve, Sir, that I don't here 
deny your Definition of Religious Worſhip : All 
that I remark is, that there is a greater Dit- 
ficulty in determining what is Religious Worſhip, than 


at firſt Sight appears to thoſe who have not ſtu- 
died this Controverſy. And the Arians will be 


ready to charge upon you, what you charge upon 

them, p. 26. that here is a Petitio Principii, and a 

Plain begging the Queſtion, when you prove the _ 
an 
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and Holy Spirit are the true and proper God, becauſe Re” 
* is given them in Scripture ; when at the 
me 


ſa ime, you define Religious Vorſbip, as inclu- 
ding true and proper Godhead in the Object of it, 
which the Ari an: will not allow. bs 


I ͤ know Dr. Vaterland has argued, perhaps, as 
well as poſſible, for the Support of this Sort of De- 
finition of Religious Worſhip: And I think he has 
well vindicated the ſole Right of the ſupreme God 
to all Religious Worſhip. If you had tranſcribed 
him more at large, your Argument had been clear- 
er and ſtronger ; though till I think it may be 
owned, there is ſome little Room for an Arian to 
doubt and cavil upon this Head, which I ſhould be 
very glad to ſee perfectly cleared upon the Foot of 

this Definition, | 


Page 34. I am very glad you do Mr. }-—— 
the Honour, to approve of his Reaſons for the 
perpetual Obligation of the firſt Command, and 
you judge, they are moſt ſolid and invincible : But 
you are greatly at a Loſs to account for a Conceſſion 
which he makes afterwards. When he had been 
ſhewing againſt the Arians, that God had preclu- 


_ ded all Religious Worſhip from being given to 
Creatures; he adds in a kind of Parentheſis, I wil 


not ſay, This is abſolutely precluded in the Nature of 
Things ; which you call a very ſtrange Conceſſion, and 
make a great Exclamation at it: To which give me 
Leave to reply, that I am very ſorry that all the 
Satisfaction you expreſs to have received from Mr. 
WW ———'$ fix Reaſons on this Subject, ſhould not 
haye made you a little more favourable to one 
ſingle parenthetical Line, but you muſt make ſuch 
Exclamations at it. I am ſure he will freely part 
with that Line to pleaſe you, and give you Leave 

| EX | to 


to blot it out. Tet I think I can make it appear, | 


that it does not deſerve any Cenſure, if you con- 
ſider the Things following. FS 


1. The Expreſſion, I wil not ſay, 8c. neceſſarily 
ſignifies no more than, that I will nor enter into 


this Argument at preſent ; but the Silence on this 


Head does not include any Allowance, that Reli- 


gious Worſhip may be given to Creatures, in the 
Naxkure of Things. py 


9 


In arguing with the Author the Sober Appeal, 
Mr. H—— found he would not allow, that the 
Definition of Religious Worſhip includes an Ac- 
knowledgment of infinite Perfections in the Ob- 
ject; but rais d Cavils againſt it, which Cavils he 
was willing to avoid; therefore he accepted of his 
own Definition, and argued with him, ad hominem, 
or upon his own Principles. Now the Appeal calls 
Religious Worſbip, any Honour or Homage more than 
human, given to any Being, ou Account of ſome ſuppoſed 
Excellencies or Powers, more than human; and ac- 
cording to this Definition, Mr. V might 
reaſonably allow, that ſuch Religious Morſbip is not 
abſolutely precluded, in the abſtracted Nature of 
Things, from being given to an exalted Creature, 
though God has in his Word actually challenged 
and claimed it for himſelf + © 


I ſuppoſe now, Sir, you ſee that the Con- 
ceſſion, which ſeems ſo ſtrange to you, might be 
juſtly made in the Argument it was to ſerve; tho 
it cannot be made on the Foot of your Defini+ 


tion, which a little Attention would have ſhown 


you before.. 
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You add further; p. 35. That this Conceſſion ſeems 


to contradi the Reaſon aſſigu d to prove, that the firſt 
1 Command is not repeal d, (viz.) That God is the ſame 
one God, the one Fehovah, the Eternal, the Almighty, 
or Al-ſufficient, under the New Teftament, that he 
was under the Old; that he is as jealous of his own 
Honour, as ſovereign a Lord, and as al-ſufficient for 
| the Help of his People, &c. and on all theſe Accounts, 
he has a Right to determine who ſhall be wor- 
7 ſhiped, and confine it to himſelf, Now while 
you keep Mr. W s Definition of Religious 
| Worſhip in view, I ask, Might not God declare, 
both under the Old Teſtament, . and under the 
New, that he would have all Honour and Homage 
that is ſuperior to human, paid only to himſelf, be- 
* cauſe he is the one God, he is the Eternal, and the 
* Almighty, he is jealous of his own Honour, and there- 
fore would not permit any Thing like it to be gi- 
ven to a Creature, leſt by Degrees, Men ſhould 
: worſhip that Creature with the Neglect of God, 
or pay more Homage to ſuch a Creature than was 
due; and therefore he would permit no meer Crea- 
ture to have any Religious Worſbip paid to it, f. e. 
no Homage ſuperior to human? . 


I add alſb, that when he makes his own Godhead 
and Al-ſufficiency the Reaſon of his confining Re- 
ligious Worſhip to himſelf, tis becauſe he is nof 
only All-ſufficient for the Happineſs of his People, 
but that in an immediate Manner he intereſts 
himſelf in their Government and Happineſs, and 
upon this Account he has excluded the Payment 
— any Homage, ſuperior to human, from being 
given to any but himſelf, in the Old Teſta- 
ment, and in the New. And yet all this will not 
certainly prave, that in the abſtracted Nature of 
S Things, 


* 
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Things, it could not be in the Power and Prerogative 
of God, to appoint. ſuch Religious Worſdip as this; to 
an exalted Creature, luppoſ that God made this 
Creature a Medium of all Tranſactions between 


himſelf and Man. But while God has precluded 1 
it, this is an Argument ſufficient againſt paying it 


to a Creature. 


a> 4 
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9 
treat of the Perſonality f the Sacred Three, and 


I perfwade my felf 1 ſhall make it appear, 
that the Difference between you and Mr., 


is not ſo much as you would have the World 
imagine. 1 | 


5 Page 4% You deſcribe the Scriptural Doctrine 


of the 


Three, cannot import exactly the ſame Idea, as when we 
Sheak of human Perſonality. And inp. 57. you grant, 
that Perfonality, when applied to Creatures, muſt im- 
port a diftintt conſcious Mind or Being, but that it does 
nut follow, that Divine Perſonality muſt carry in it the 
fame Idea. P. 58. When you have cited Dr. Stil- 
lingfleet, you add, Whence we learn (that is, from 

4 
not the ſame as belongs to finite Beings, yet there is a 
true, real aud proper Perſonality belonging to the Sacred 


Dr. Sillingſteet) that though Divine Perſonality is 


Three in the ſame Divine Nature. And in this 
Chapter you complain of Mr. 
quently, for attributing only (an analogical, or) 


urati ve Perſouality to the Word and Spirit 1 — | 


5 


proceed now to your ſecond Chapter, where you; 


; 
* 


rinity thus, (vix.) Three Diſtinct Per- 
ſors or Sub ſiſteuces in one Nature, every one of them 
having the whole Divine Eſſence and Perfeftions. 
P. 49. Lou refuſe to enter into a curious Inquiry about | 
the Senſe of the Word Perſon, which might, perhaps, 
rather perplex than inform a. common Reader. Tou ac- © 


knowledge that the Word Perſon, as applied to the Sacred 


4 


s very fre- 


| 


| 


! 


: 
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1 Godhead, and make that the Matter of your great 
and conſtant Qutcry, as ſo grievons and offenfive a 
| Thing to Miniſters and private Chriſtians, as your 
Preface expreſſes. Upon which Paſſages of your's 
give me leave to make the following Remarks. 


1 The true Reaſon why you refuſe to enter ins 


| a curious Enquiry about the Seuſe of the Word Perſon, 
7 is not meerly, becauſe it might rather perplex than 
7 inform a common Reader, but becauſe you own it 


lexes your ſelf, when in p. 74. you are forced 


pe 
to 125 the Notion of a Divine Perſon is inſcrutable 


or unſearchable. 


2. As our Words and Language, which we ap- 


> ply to Divine Things, are borrowed from Things 
human, ſo it is plain, that the human Ideas we 
: affix to them are the firſt, the proper and original 
Ideas, and the true /iteral Senſe of thoſe Words. 
: Whatſoever different Senſe therefore we put upon 
them, in transferring them to Divine Things, it 
can be but an analogical or fimilar Senſe, a Senſe 
alin to human Senſe, and which the great Dr. Wal- 
As roundly calls, in this Controverſy, a metaphorical 
and figurative Senſe. And, why may we not learn 
from Dr. Wallis as well as from Dr. Stilingfleet ? 
Dr. Wallis was a conſiderable Member of the Aſem- 
* bly of Divines, 


3. Though Mr. W—=:s generally uſes the 


| Term analogical Perſonality in his Diſſertations, yet 
: you almoſt always uſe the Term figurative, when- 


ever you repreſent his Senſe. I will not ſay this is 
done to make it appear more heretical: And, per- 
haps, he is oblig'd to the extraordinary Love and 


: Friendſhip you may have for him, that you do 
not load it with heretical Names. 


I 4. Your 
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4. Your own Deſcription of the Trinity, p.49. 
is this, (viz.) Three diſtinf# Perſons in one Nature, 
every one of which have the whole Divine Nature or 
Perfeions, Now theſe can be but analogical diſtinct 
Perſons, or Perſons in a fimilay Senſe to human; for 
*Fhree human Perſons have Three diftin& Natures. 
And why you ſhould quarrel with Mr. H/—s for 
uſing theſe Words in an analogical or fimilar Senſe, 
-when you are conftrained to do the ſame; is what I 
deſire you ſeriouſly to think of. 


5. If you will call that a proper Divine Senſe of the 
Word Perſon, which is ſo very different from the 
proper human Senſe, I will not quarrel with you about 
it, while you conſtantly acknowledge that it is but 
analogical, fimilar or akin to the human Senſe of 
the Word. So a Clockmaker ſpeaks of the Hand, 
or Finger of a Clock ; and if he will call that a pro- 
per Hand, or a proper Finger, in the Horological Art, 
which is really but an analogical or metaphorical Term, 
borrowed from its ſimilar Uſe to a human Hand or 
Finger, I will not contend with htm about Words. 
And for the ſame Reaſon, I deſire that thoſe who 
uſe Terms in Theology different from their proper hu- 
man Senſe, would not accuſe Mr. —= as if he 
was guilty of ſome grievous Error, when he does 
the ſame Thing which they themſelves do, i. e. uſe 
human Words in a different divine Senſe. 


6. When you openly declare, f. 74. "that you | 
know not what Notion we can have of a Divine Per- 
fon becauſe it is inſcrutable, how can you tell certain- 
ly it implies any Thing more, than what Mr. H/-= 
calls a Divine Power, ſince as you your ſelf have 
cited from his Writings, and he has allowed in ſeves 
ral Places, that he acknowledges a Power in tha 
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Godhead may be more diſtin&, and may lay ftrong= 
er Foundation for perſonal Aſcriptions than any Pow- 
ers of a human Spirit. 5 
Page 49. You complain of being unjuſtly recłon d 
among the Followers Sabellius, who hold the Father 
aud Son, and Spirit, to be one and the ſame individual 
Being : And yet within a few Lines you maintain, 
That the Three, who are diſtinguiſhed by perſonal Proper- 
ties, have but one individual Divine Nature. I en- 
reat you now to inform me, What is the real Diffe- 
rence between your Doctrine and the Sabellian? Or, 
what are thoſe perſonal Characters, each of which 
added to the ſame whole Godhead, conſtitute three 
diſtinct Perſons? Have you any Ideas of Paternity, 
Filiation, and Proceſſion, which ſuperadded to the 
ſame individual Nature can make three real, pro- 
per, diſtinct Perſons? Is it not the ſelf ſame infi- 
nite Spirit in your Scheme, which is ſometimes 
called the Father, ſometimes the Son, and ſometimes 
the Holy Spirit? Is there any Thing real in the Fu- 
ther, which is not in the Son? Or is it only relative 
and nominal? I would be glad to arrive at ſome 
Idea of your Sentiments in this Matter, if there 
be any Idea belongs to them : Otherwiſe I ſhall 
be conftrained to believe your Scheme nearer to 
that of Sabellius, than Mr. N 's is. 8 
Page 5 1. You ſay Mr. s Diſſertations are 
ſo involved, that it is not eaſy to come at the true Senſe 
and Defign of his Diſcourſe, becauſe ſome Parts of it 
do not ſeem well to agree with others. You ſay again, 
p. 56. I profeſs I am at a Loſs how to reconcile what 
be ſays, for a real Diſtinction between the ſacred Three, 
2 they were three Perſous, with the other Parts of” 
his Diſſertations, where he pleads ſo much for a figura- 
tive Perſouality to be abſcribed to the Word and Spirit, 
Now, Sir, I muſt beg leave to tell you, that you. 
are the very firſt Perſon I have heard complain of 


— . —_ 
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Mr. N 's Diſcourſes as being involved, or of 
any Difficulty to reconcile them, And I preſume it 
can be no Diſparagement to your Underſtanding, 
to ſay, that you are not the beſt Judge I have 
heard ſpeak of theſe Diſcourſes ; though you hap- 
pen to be the firſt Friend, who has been at the 
Trouble to ſet them in a diſtin? Light. But the 
Reaſon of your Miftake and Confuſion in this 
Matter, is becauſe you ſuppoſe, that a real Diſtinc- 
tion muſt be a real proper Perſonality too; and that 
where there is an analogical or figurative Perſonality, 
there can only be a figurative Diſtinction. I ac- 
knowledge the Diſtinction between the ſacred Three, 
to be real; that is, not only relative or nominal; 
and yet the Perſonality of ſome of them, may be but 
analogical or figurative. There is a real Diſtinction 
between the Underftanding and the Will in the 
Soul of Man, or between the Percipient and the 
Volitive Faculty; that is, tis not meerly a relative 
or nominal Diſtinction; yet when theſe Powers are 
perſonaliz'd, the Perſonality, which is attyibuted 
to them, is but analogical or figurative, though the 
Diſtinction be true, real, and proper. The Diſtincti- 
on between the Head and Eyes, Hands and Feet, is 
real, in that remarkable Diſcourſe of St. Paul, 
about the ſeveral Members of the Body, 1 Cor. 12. 
15. Yet the Perſonality which is attributed to them, 
is meerly figurative, Now, Sir, if you had but ob- 
ſerved this, the whole Matter had been ſet in @ 
diſtinct Light without your Labour, for there is no- 
thing in it involved or difficult : Though (as Mr. 
HH -——— has often declared) I ſuppoſe there may 
be ſome divine Diſtinction between the Word and 
the Spirit in the Godhead, which may give a real | 
Foundation for a ftronger Perſonality, than that 
which is aſcribed by Tropes and Figures, to the 
Members of a human Body, or the Powers of a 
human Soul. 0 F P aye | 
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Page 60. You ask, whether the Son and Holy Spi- 
rit, are not God in the ſame Senſe with the Father, 
the whole Divine Eſſence belonging to all the Three? 
To this Mr. W- has anſwered in other Pla- 
ces, that the Mord and Spirit are ſometimes taken 
adequately for God, acting by his Word, or by his 


Spirit; and ſometimes inadequately, for Divine 


Powers or Principles of Agency. In the firſt of 
theſe Senſes, you will allow, that they are called 
God adequately, in the ſame Senſe as the Father ; 
and when taken izadequately for Divine Powers, 
they may be properly called God, according to the 
known Axiom of the Schools, Quicquid eſt in Deo 
oft ipſe Deus. | 

You your ſelf grant in the next Lines, that the 
Word of God ſometimes includes the whole Divine 
Nature, that is, all the ſacred Three; and ſome- 
times it denotes a diſtinct Subſiſtence in that infinite 
Nature, which you call a Perſon. Now, ſince in 
your Scheme you find it neceſſary to take the 
Word God in two Senſes, (viz) adequately for 
the whole Trinity, and inadequately for one Part of 
the Trinity, I entreat the Favour of you to grant 
Mr. W—— the ſame Priviledge in his Scheme 


Page 61. Your Words are theſe, (viz.) That there 
are three proper diſtinct Perſons in the Godhead, the Scrip- 
ture aſſerts in the ſtrongeſt Terms, Now if any one 
ſhould enquire in what Chapter and Verſe the 
Scripture jy this in Terminis, and eſpecially in the 
ſtrongeſt Terms, you would find it hard to point the 
Place : Though I by no means deny this Paarine, 
but do verily RT it may be drawn by juſt Infe- 
rences from ſeveral Scriptures, that there are Three 
in the Godhead, who are repreſented under the 
Character of diſtinct Perſons. 
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\ Paye 62. If the Word and Spirit are divine Pow 
ers of Agency, you eriquire, Whether there may not 
be ſeveral Perſons in the Divine Nature, as Godaneſs, 


'&c. To which I anſwer, That though there ate 


many Attributes or Properties belonging to a Spirit, 
yet there are properly but two Powers, Faculties, or 
natural Principles of Agenty, (viz.) the Perceptive 
Faculty, and the Operative Faculty, or in common 
Speech, the Underſtanding and the Will. Now 


in a Way of Analogy to a human Mind, we may 


reaſonably ſuppoſe; that the two Powers, called the 
Ford and the Spirit, include all the phyſical Princi- 
ples of Agency, and compleat the whole Idea of 
Godhead; whereas Goodneſs, Juſtice, Faithfulneſs, 
Eternity, Immenſity, are no ſuch natural Powers of 


Agency, though they are divine Attributes or Pro- 


perties. The Diſtinction between Powers and Proper- 
ties Mr. has ſhewn, in Diſſer. 7.$. 2. 
Page 63. You enquire, Whether the Father, the 
Word, and the Spirit, are not repreſented alike, with 
regard to their Perſonality in Scripture? J anſwer, no, 


dy no Means: The Father is always repreſented as 


a diſtin& intelligent Agent, through the whole Bi- 
ble, and as the Prime Actor in all Divine Affairs; 
whereas the Mord and the Spirit are frequently re- 
preſented as internal Principles, or Mediums of the 
Father's Agency, which does not imply a diſtinct 

erſonal Character: For the Word is the Word of 
25 and the Spirit is called the Spirit of God, i. e. 
diftin& Powers of the Godhead. I would only 
note here, that you put the Term Son, where Mr. 
— uſes the Term Ford, for the ſecond Per- 


* 


ſon in the ſacred Three. 
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| then it is not ſo ſtrange to ſuppoſe; that the Form 
of Baptiſm may be thus inftituted : For ſince they 
are repreſented as Perſons in other Places, there ig 
much Reaſon. they ſhould be: ſo here. 
| However, permit me to make this Remark, that 
in your Scheme of the Trinity, the Father, Son and 
Spirit are but one and the ſame infinite Mind, un- 
der the different Ideas or Names of Paternity, Fi- 
liation, and Spiration. I have no other Idea there» 
fore of your baptizing, but as in the' Name of one 
divine Perſon, under three Relations, or Names; or 
the greateſt and moſt orthodox Writers ſtile them, 
three relative Properties. I wiſh, Reverend. Sir, you 
could ſhew me how I might attain to ſome further 
Idea of your Doctrine. e 
Page 68. You pronounce it very abſurd, to ſay, 
there are three that bear Record in Heaven, 1 John 5. 
7. when there is but one real Perſon, and the other two 
are only figurative. Anſwer, If this be abſurd, it is 
Tuch an Abſurdity as ſeems to be committed by the 
fame Apoſtle, in the following Verſe, There are 
three that bear Record on Earth, the Spirit, the Wa- 
ter, and the Blood; for I preſume you will con- 
feſs, that the Wuter and the Blood are but figurative 
Cs :--* os 
The Example you bring of Marcus Tullius Cicero, 
to ſhew how abſurd it would be, to call theſe, 
Three Orators, which are but the Names of one Man, 
agrees more exactly to your Scheme, than it does 
to Mr. —'s; for while you allow, that 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are but one and the 
ſame infinite Mind or Spirit, they are only diver- 
ſify'd by three relative or nominal Ideas of Paterni- 
ty, Filiation, and Spiration, and yet you call them 
bree diſtinf# Perſons ; ſo that the Parallel ſeems to 
more juſt on your fide than on Mr, W/———'sﬆ, 
becauſe he ſuppoſes the Mord and Spirit to be real 
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diſtinct Powers in the divine Nature, or ſomething 
analagous thereto, as far as our preſent Ideas can 0 
reach; and therefore Mr. /———'s Diſtinction 
between the Father, Word and Spirit, is much 
greater than yours. , i . an 
Page 69. You maintain, that becauſe the Son and 
Spirit are "worſhiped with the ſame Woſbip as the Fu- 
ther, in Baptiſm, therefore they are real proper Per- 
Jens as well as the Father. But I think by the ſame 
Reaſon you may prove, that the Goodneſs of God 
| Bax much a Perſon, as the Lord Jehovah himſelf. 
From that Text, Hoſea 3. 5. And .the Children of I 
rel ſhall fear the Lord, and his Goodneſs, in the latter 
- Days. y ® 
Beſides, it ought to be remembred (as Mr. 
has often intimated) that there is not one Precept 
or Example of plain, direct, and expreſs Prayer 
( or Praiſe offered to the Holy Spirit, in all the Scrip- 
ture: And perhaps, one Reaſon of it may be, be- 
| cauſe he is rather zepreſented, as an eſſential Prin- 
| ciple of Agency in the Godhead, than as a proper 
I Iireral Perſon. 
| Page 73. When you had argued in ſeveral Pages 
againſt Mr. H ——'s Idea of diftin& Powers in 
the Godhead, and endeavoured to repreſent them 
as meer Attributes, whether he will or no, in ſome 
| Places of your Diſſertation ; you are pleaſed at 
laſt, to cite out of his ſixth Diſſertation, the Guard he 
had given againſt the Miſtake that might ariſe, (viz.) 
That though the Powers of a human Soul ſhould. not be 
Sufficient to ſuſtain all the perſonal Attributions, yet the 
Powers of a divine and infinite Being may be ſufficient : 
To which you make no Anſwer, and I take it- for 
granted you can make none. And indeed, Sr, if 
you had kept this Guard always in your Eye, and 
done Juſtice to Mr. 1 in this Reſpe&, you 
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had ſaved far the greateſt Part of your ſecond 
a. 


: 
Chapter, which is directed againſt his Diſſerta- 
tions. | 


— 


Page 74. We do according to Scripture, hold three 


Perſons in the Godhead, though Perſonality is not the 
 Jame in all Reſpects, when attributed to an infinite Be- 

ing, and whin aſſerted of finite intelligent Beings, And 
then, if asked what Notion can we have of a divine 
Perſon, if not taken from a diſtini# conſcious Mind? 
You anſwer, This is the inſcrutable Myſtery of the ever 
Bleſſed Trinity. Here I ſhall not repeat the 
Remark I had occaſion to make on this Paſlage 


before, any farther than to put you in mind, 


that half your Book is ſpent to prove the 
Word and Spirit are two proper divine Perſons, 
and yet here you declare to all the World, 
you know not what a divine Perſun is, and 
ſay, It cannot be known, for it is unſearch- 
able. 

Page 75. You beſtow about half a Page on Mr. 
ss ſixth Diſſertation, concerning the Logos, 
and the Jewiſh and Eaſtern Forms of Speech, the 
Modes of Expreſſion uſed by Philo and the Targu- 
miſts, who lived much about our Saviour's Time. 
And you ſuppoſe that one flight Daſh of your 
Pen will cancel all that Sort of Argument at once. 
But I may be very certain, that ſuch a ſudden 
Victory and Triumph can never be obtained in the 
view of the Learned World, and will be only be- 
lieved among thoſe, who are grieved and offended at 
the Diſſertations which they had never read, and re- 
ſolve never to read. 


Page 76. You ſay, The federal Tranſactions between 


the Father and the Son, about the Work of Redemption, 


are a clear Proof of their diſtinf# Perſonality. Here if 
you take the Son to ſignify meerly the divine Na- 
ture of Chriſt, which you grant is the ſame whole 
individual divine Nature as that of the * 
Ws an 
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zi iin bade di inboite Spirit; 1 Wögid big as 
Liberty to enquire of you, how this federal Tranſ- 
action can be accounted for > What Ideas can poſſi- 
bly be framed of it, except in a figurative Way, 
according to your Scheme? For if the Father, the 
Son, and the Spirit, are the very ſame one conſcious 
Being, if they have the very ſame numerical or 
individual Underſtanding and Will; how can one 
propoſe, and another conſent > One appoint, and 
the other agree to this Appointment, Oc. any o- 
therwiſe, than in a Way of Analogy to human 


Perſons and Tranſactions ? 


Page 77. You inquire, IWas it only a Power of the 


Father that was incarnate, and not one who is a proper | 


Perſon? Then it is properly the Father, (whoſe Power | 
and Wiſdom the Word is ſuppoſed to be) who is incar- * 
nate, which was the Error of the Patripaſſzans of old. 
Here allow me to ask concerning your own 
Scheme, Is it not the very ſame individual Eſſence, 
the ſame numerical Godhead of the Father, which 
is in the Son, and which is therefore incarnate ? Ils 
it not the ſame Underſtanding, the ſame Will, the - 
fame one conſcious Mind, which belongs to the 
Father, (but under the Idea of Filiation) which was 
made Fleſh? Then is not the Underſtanding of the 
Father conſcious of the Incarnation of this God- 
head of the Father? And did not the Will of the 
Father conſent to this Incarnation of the ſame God- 
head, which is in the Father, though under the 

Name and Notion of Sonſhip? And does not this 

Doctrine make the Father to be incarnate too, which 
war the Error of the Patripaſſians ? And is not your 
Opinion as guilty of this Error ag Mr. //—— $8? {| 
Page 80. You cite Dr. Barrow, ſaying, That Un- | 
derſtauding, Wil, Grief, Anger, Senſe, and Speech, are | 
Faculties and Operations plainly perſonnl, or ſuch as be- 
Jong to Perſons : Now theſe are attributed to the Holy 
2 Spirits 
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Spirit. To which I anſwer, But ſome of theſe; 
when attributed to God, are as. plainly figurative 


or analogical to human Paſſions and Powers, (viz.) 
Grief, Anger, or Speech. Why then may we not ſup= 
poſe the Perſonality to be analogical too? 8 

Page 82. Is not the W uni form Arcount of the 
Holy Spirit in Scripture, ſuch as declares himſelf to be a 
real proper Perſon ? | I anſwer, That I think not: For 
whoever would read all the Old Teftament, and a 
great Part of the New, where the Holy Spirit is nas 
med, without Prepoſſeſſion, eſpecially if he has any 
Acquaintance with the Jewiſh and Hebrew Manners 
of Speech, would generally conceive of the Holy 
Spirit, as an internal eſſential Power, or Prineiple of 
Agency in the Divine Nature, if his Education had 
not taught him to think otherwiſe. And as for thoſe 
Places in the New Teſtament, and which are com- 
paratively but few, that deſcribe him as another 
diftin& Perſon, Mr. / has accounted for, in 
his fifth and ſixth Diſſertations, = IY 
Page 85. You prove the Spirit is a real and proper 
Perſon, becauſe he has an Underſtanding and Will aſ- 
cribed to him. 'This has been fully anſwered by 
Mr. I: „in his former Diſſertations. But I 
would ask you at preſent, Has the Spirit the ſame 
numerical Underſtanding and Will, with that of the 
Father and the Son? Or is it another Underſtand- 
ing and Will? If it be another Underſtanding and 
Will, this makes another Spirit, and borders too 
nearly upon another God. If it be the ſame Un- 
derſtanding and Will, you and Mr. T are 
much agreed in this Notion, though both of you 


will be hard put to it, to make three diſtinct proper li- 
teral Perſons, 


- 


Page 86. The Holy Spirit is ſaid to come from the 
Father and the Son, and to be ſent and given, which 
declare him to be a diſtinct Perſon, i, e. a proper di- 
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ſtinct Perſon. But this alſo has been fully anſwered 
by Mr. , in his former Diſſertations: And I 
would here inquire of you, If the Father, Sou and 
Spirit have the ſame individual Will, how the Fa- 
ther's willing to ſend the Spirit, and the Spirit's wil- 
ling or conſenting to be ſent, will prove them to be 
two different proper Perſons? Are not both theſe 


nominal Volitions really and truly the ſame one 
numerical or individual Act, of the ſame individual 


infinite Spirit, in your Scheme? And therefore I. 
think theſe diſtinct Tranſactions in the Divine Na- 
ture are repreſented concerning God, only analo- 
ically, or after the manner of Men. 

Page go. In the Concluſion you ſay, concerning the 
HAntitrinitarians, That they will not ceaſe to charge the 
moſt important Doctrines of the Goſpel with Nonſenſe and 
Abſurdity : And muſt we dance after their extravagant 
Conceits, or gratify their iuſolent Unbelief, by endeavour- 
ing to clear off what is offenfrue to their carnal Reaſon, 
by Schemes of Accommodation? I fear it will make the 
Matter a great deal worſe, and we ſhall be found not ſo. 
faithful to the Truth as we ought. 
This Paragraph, Sir, I may be very certain, is 
not you own, becauſe it fo ill becomes that Kind- 
neſs and Friendſhip you have expreſs'd for Mr. 
, in your Preface: And as I am credibly 


informed that you have had the charitable Aſſiſtance 


of ſome well diſpoſed Perſons, toward this good 
Work, Iwill impute to them the hardeſt and the 


_ warmeſt Share, though I do verily believe far the 


greateſt Part of the Performance to be your own. 
But whoever is the Author of it, I am very free. 
to make this Reply, that whether the Antitrinitarians 
will alter their Conduct of no, yet I think it is no 


| Gratifuation of their Unbelief, to ſerthe great Doc- 


trings of the Goſpel in a fair and intelligible. 


Fight, ang w free them from all Appearances of Non- 
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ſenſa and Abſurdity. I am fully perſwaded that this 
will make the Matter a great deal better, and nor 
qorſe ; it will have a Tendency, in its own Nature, 
to remove their Unbelief, by taking the Stumbling- 
blocks out of the Way. And as ſuch Attempts, 
in my Opinion, do conſiderable Service to the 
Truth, and render Chriſtianity more honourable, 
ſo I am ſatisfy'd in this, that tis a Work very 
grateful to God, and will be well accepted by our 
Lord Jeſs, our final Judge, St. Paul endeavoured, 
in ſeveral of his Sermong and Epiſtles, to remove 

e peculiar Stumbling-blocks out of the Way, both 
of Jews and Gentiles ; and to this End he argued 
and reaſoned with each of them upon their own 
Principles of Reaſoning, and gratify'd them ſo far, 
as to clear off what was offenſive to their carnal Reaſon- 
ings, by ſhewing them, that the Goſpel of Chrift 
did confirm the Religion of the Light of Nature, 
and did even eftabliſh the Law. 

Mr. Watts is not contending for Victory, Ap- 
plauſe, nor Party. Al he aims at (he has expreſ- 
ly declared) is to gain and give as clear and diſtinct 
Be as he can of the Words which the Scripture uſes, 
that, as far as poſſible, in explaining the Word of God, 
he might ſecure himſelf and others from talking without 
{deas, And it ſufficiently appears by his Prefaces 
to both Parts of his Diſſertations, and the 2 39th 
Page of his ſecond Part, that he was by all theſe 
Steps preparing his Way, to lay a folid Foundati- 
on, for an 1 to the Objections of one of the 
moſt conſiderable Oppoſers of the Trinitarian Doc- 
trine, and for the Defenſe of that Faith in which 
you and he are agreed: Now while you profeſſed- 
ly throw ſuch Stumbling- blocks in his Way, you 
do what in you lies to prevent his ſolid Defenſe of 
the Faith of the Trinity; and yet I am . 
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2 aa tak ; ? Ro 4 ; < ? EIN ye” 4 bn Ry : 
"th You wit ſome 758 . IRE it 8 
Ir Allen ne Matter f your - | lame Againſt him, 1 
B he ſuffers the A Writers Vlie unanſwered? - 
know Mr. }/— has had an A to a Variety _ 
ß Arian, Objections, long -hniſhe dh ang lying by 
him, 'ballt chiefly” on his pn prop ofed. Seheme of | 
Es plication, wherein he enlighrens as Well as : 
al "he Way 3 for he Tuppoles nd other Sche 
which has yet appeared in the World, i iS RH 
*to give ſo fair and 4 a Defenſe of the 
FTrinitarian Doarine; anz N cffectual an Auſwer 
to all the ſubtil and plauſible Objectiong of thoſe 
| who oppoſe it. But if Mr. W— muſt ehegfinter 
Adverſaries on both Sides, all his Way, ii ug 
= contend with the Friends of the Tring > 
trine, as well as the Enemies of it, I àm very apt 
to think he loves Peace ſo much, thathe will chooſe. 
to turn his T houghts to other Studies, herein he 
may ſerve the great Purpoſes of the Goſpel of Chriſt; 
in the Advancement of 'Holineſs and Peace, and 
leave Controverſies to thoſe who will ſubdue the 
Arians into the Belief of a Doctrine, by mewing 
them, that it can never be underſtood, 
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